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D. REMARKS 

This Reply is in response to the Office Action mailed on August 11, 2005 in 
which claims 1-13, 16-19 and 26-35 were rejected, and claims 15 and 16 were objected to. 
With this Reply, claims 1, 6, 9, 13, 14 and 16-19 are amended, claims 11, 12 and 26-35 are 
canceled without prejudice, and claims 36 and 37 are added. Claims 1-10, 13-19, 36 and 37 
are presented by the Applicants for reconsideration and allowance. 

1. REJECTION OF CLAIMS 9, 18 AND 26-35 UNDER 35 U.S. C § i 72, FIRST 

PARAGRAPH 

Page 3 of the Office Action rejected claims 9, 18 and 26-35 under 35 
U.S.C.§112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. With this 
Reply, claims 9 and 18 are amended, and claims 26-35 are canceled without prejudice. Claims 
9 and 18 have been amended to include the specific gravity range of 1.118 to 1.132 for each of 
the core, the mantle, the inner cover and the outer cover. Applicants respectfully submit that 
paragraph [0019] of the present application provides fiill support for the content of claims 9 
and 18, as amended. Accordingly, Applicants believe that claims 9 and 18, as amended, 
overcome the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 112. 

2. REJECTION OF CLAIMS 6 AND 30 UNDER 35 U.S. C. § 112, 

SECOND PARAGRAPH 

Page 4 of the Office Action rejected claims 6 and 30 under 35 U.S.C. §112, 
second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim 
the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. Specifically, the limitation "the 
carboxylic acid groups" lacks antecedent basis. Claim 6 depends from independent claim 1. 
With this Reply, claims 1 and 6 have been amended, and claim 30 has been canceled without 
prejudice. The limitations of the originally filed claim 6 have been transferred, amended and 
inserted into claim 1. Claim 1, as amended, includes proper antecedent basis the added 
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limitations of the original claim 6. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1, 
as amended, overcomes the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 112. 

3, REJECTION OF CLAIMS 1-3, 7, 5 AND 10 UNDER 35 U.S. C. § 103(a) AS BEING 
UNPATENTABLE OVER SULLIVAN ET AL. IN VIEW OF FARRALLY ET AL. AND HAGMAN 

Page 4 of the Office Action rejected claims 1-3. 7, 8 and 10 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sullivan et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,057,403) in view 
of Family et al (Science and Golf III) and Hagman (U.S. Patent No. 5,567,772). Claim 1 is 
an independent claim, and claims 2, 3, 7, 8 and 10 depend from claim 1. With this Reply, 
claim 1 is amended to include the limitations of claim 6. Page 12 of the Office Action 
indicated that claim 6 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection under 35 
U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, set forth in page 4 of the Office Action. As stated above. 
Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1, as amended, overcomes the rejection based upon 
35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1, 
as amended, is patentable over the cited art. Additionally, Applicants respectfully submit that 
claims 2, 3, 7, 8 and 10, which depend from amended independent claim 1, are also patentable 
for at least the same reasons. 

4. REJECTION OF CLAIMS 11, 16 AND 19 UNDER 35 US, C. § 103(a) AS BEING 

UNPATENTABLE OVER MELVINETAL. 

Page 6 of the Office Action rejected claims 11, 16 and 19 under 35 U.S.C. 
§103(a) as being unpatentable over Melvin et al (U.S. Patent No. 5,779,562). With this 
Reply, claim 11 is canceled without prejudice, and claims 16 and 19 are amended to depend 
from independent claim 14, as amended. Page 12 of the Office Action indicates that claim 14 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. With this Reply, claim 14 is amended to include all of the 
limitations of claim 11 (the base claim) and claim 12 (the intervening claim). Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully submit that claims 16 and 19, which depend from amended 
independent claim 14, are also patentable for at least the same reasons. 
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5. REJECTION OF CLAIMS 7, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 12 AND 13 UNDER 35 U.S. C. § 103(a) 
AS BEING UNPATENTABLE OVER MELVINETAL. IN VIEW OF HAGMAN 

Page 8 of the Office Action rejected claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 7, 8, 10, 12 and 13 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Melvin et al. in view of Hagman. Claim 
1 is an independent claim, and claims 2, 4, 5, 7, 8 and 10 depend from claim 1 . With this 
Reply, claim 1 is amended to include the limitations of claim 6, claun 12 is canceled without 
prejudice, and claim 13 is amended to depend from independent claim 14, as amended. 

Page 12 of the Office Action indicated that claun 6 would be allowable if 
rewritten to overcome the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, set forth in 
page 4 of the Office Action, and that claim 14 is allowable if rewritten in independent form to 
include all the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. As stated above, 
Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1, as amended, overcomes the rejection based upon 
35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claun 1, 
as amended, is patentable over the cited art. Additionally, Applicants respectfully submit that 
claims 2, 4, 5, 7, 8 and 10, which depend from amended independent claim 1, are also 
patentable for at least the same reasons. Applicants also respectfully submit that amended 
claim 13, which depends from independent claim 14 and includes all the limitations of claim 
14, is also allowable. 

6. REJECTION OF CLAIMS 3 AND 1 7 UNDER 35 U. S. C § 103(a) AS BEING 
UNPATENTABLE OVER MELVINETAL. IN VIEW OF HAGMAN AND FARRELLY ET AL. 

Page 10 of the Office Action rejected claims 3 and 17 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) 
as being unpatentable over Melvin et al in view of Hagman and Farrelly et al. . Claim 3 
depends from independent claim 1, as amended, and claun 17 depends from independent claim 
14, as amended. With this Reply, independent claim 1 is amended to include the limitations of 
claim 6 and claim 17 is amended to depend from independent claim 14, as amended. 
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Page 12 of the Office Action indicated that claim 6 would be allowable if 
rewritten to overcome the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, set forth in 
page 4 of the Office Action, and that claim 14 is allowable if rewritten in independent form to 
include all the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. As stated above, 
Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1, as amended, overcomes the rejection based upon 
35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claim 1, 
as amended, is patentable over the cited art. Additionally, Applicants respectfully submit that 
claim 3, which depends from amended independent claim 1, is also patentable for at least the 
same reasons. Applicants also respectfully submit that amended claim 17, which depends 
from independent claim 14 and includes all the limitations of claim 14, is also allowable. 

7. REJECTION OF CLAIMS 26, 27 AND 29-35 UNDER 35 U,S, C § 103(a) AS BEING 

UNPATENTABLE OVER MOLITORETAL. 

Page 10 of the Office Action rejected clauns 26, 27 and 29-35 under 35 U.S.C. 
§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over Molitor et al (U.S. Pat. No. 6,299,550). With this Reply, 
claims 26, 27 and 29-35 are canceled without prejudice. 

8. ALLOWABLE SUBJECT MATTER 

Applicants appreciate the Examiner's statement in on Page 12 of the Office 
Action indicating that claims 14 and 15 are allowable if rewritten into independent form, and 
that claim 6 may be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejections under 35 U.S.C. §112, 
2^ paragraph. As stated above, with this Reply, Applicants have amended claim 14 to rewrite 
it into indepen4ent form including all the limitations of the base claim (claim 11) and any 
intervening claims (claim 12). 

With this Reply, Applicants have also amended claims 1 and 6. The limitations 
of the originally filed claim 6 have been transferred, amended and inserted into claim 1. 
Claim 1, as amended, includes proper antecedent basis for the added limitations from the 
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original claim 6. Accordingly, Applicants respectfully submit that claims 1 and 6, as 
amended, overcome the rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 112. 

9. ADDED CLAIMS 

With this Reply claims 36 and 37 are added. Claim 36 depends from claim 9, 
as amended, which depends from claim 1, as amended. Claim 37 depends from claim 18, as 
amended, which depends from claim 14, as amended. Applicants respectfully submit that 
claims 36 and 37 are also patentable for the reasons stated above. 

10. COMMENTS 

On Pages 12 and 13 of the Office Action, the Examiner requested more 
information on the "float" test. Applicants attach two advertisements and one webpage image 
addressing the "float" test. 

11. CONCLUSION 

Applicants respectfully request reconsideration of claims 1-10 and 13-19, and 
consideration of added claims 36 and 37. Applicants believe that the present application is 
now in condition for allowance. The Examiner is invited to telephone the undersigned to 
discuss any issues in this case in order to advance the prosecution thereof. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Bv j^/sy^^^ 

Terence P. O'Brien 
Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 43,840 

Telephone: (773) 714-6498 
Facsimile: (773) 714-4557 



Date ^<ap/^^e^ :X9C>1<' 

Wilson Sporting^Goods Co. 
8700 W. Bryn Mawr Avenue 
Chicago, IL 60631 
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